
Mr. Gingrich’s Marquee 


E FEEL a bit like the theater critic who, 
having written a less than flattering review 
*.7 - a play, discovers a few random words 
tom the essay put together, blown up into large 
type and affixed to the marquee of the theater as a 
rave. We refer to House Speaker Newt Gingrich’s 
yestofey on ABC’s “This Week With 
myid Brinkley” about our editorial on his political 
empire and the financing thereof. 

:;:The Washington Post lead editorial this morning 
#»ys flat what I’ve done has been ethical and legal ” 
Gingrich declared proudly. Indeed, as the speak- 
er kept returning to the editorial, it just got better 
^^n^tter, as if we had awarded him merit badges. 
-M The Post looks at charges against a conservative 
Republican, and the Post concludes there’s nothing 
mere, fte odds are pretty high there’s nothing 
giere, he said. And finally, this: ‘The Washington 
Fost says this morning — hardly a Mend of Newt 
Cmgnch— says this morning, ‘It would be totally 
wrong to have an independent counsel, because 
® fact, are not in any way violations.’ ” 

Now it is true that we declared that “an indepen- 
counsel or other type of outside adviser or 
arbiter is neither warranted nor required by what is 
Biown” about Mr. Gingrich’s case. It is perhaps a 
Sign of how strange things have gotten in Washing- 
JfW “at saying an independent counsel should not be 
brought into a particular case at a given moment is 
inmedtttely interpreted as across-the-board exoner- 
ation. That may be the result of too many indepen- 
dent counsels having been called in too early in too 
many cases. If calling in a special counsel becomes 
me routine solution of first resort, the act itself is 


trivialized. It is equally bizarre to get in a habit of 
suggesting that failure to call for a special prosecutor 
is pruna facie evidence of moral probity, more or less 
in the fashion of the claim of so many politicians in 
recent years that a failure to be indicted is all the 
proof needed of fitness for nffire 

On the broader matter of Mr. Gingrich’s activities, 
notably those involving his college course, the politi- 
cal action committee he headed and a foundation 
with which he has close ties, we said it seems— we 
now italicize the word— that none of them was illegal 
or in violation of the rules. But we also said that Mr. 
Gingrich did not trouble himself much over the 
potentially thorny ethical questions raised by his 

we a ^ owe< ^ that it was possible that 
Mr. Gingrich’s activities could raise serious ques- 
tions without formally violating any rules, because 
the authors of rules were not as inventive as he has 
been. That’s why we said all these are matters 
worthy of being sorted through by the House Ethics 
Committee, which we presume to be a serious body 
that should get involved in potentially serious cases. 

On the Brinkley program, Mr. Gingrich did a bit of 
self-cntiasm, explaining that he had not fully made 
the transition to being speaker. Tve been a little bit 

a « St ^ ge actor a krg e screen movie,” he 
said, and the gestures that, you know, made sense 
when I was the minority whip are just too intent 
ineyre too strong.” One of the stage actor’s Haggir 
mistakes on the big screen is a tendency toward 
exaggeration. Mr. Gingrich’s reading of our editorial 
suggests that this is a problem he has yet to 
overcome. 



